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BCCITEM L{D)(2)
April §, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

SUNSET REVIEW OF COUNTY BOARDS FOR 2005-INDEPENDENT REVIEW PANEL
Independent Review Panel

L SUMMARY

This is the Independent Review Panel’s (IRP) recommendation for its continuation. The
County Manager recommends continuation of the IRP.

s Improvements to the IRP’s performance measures might be useful in furthering the
panel’s goals and objectives. See Section V of this analysis for additional
information.

IL PRESENT SITUATION

Five of the nine panel members are appointed by the Commission, one from each list of
three persons nominated from five specific community groups: Community Relations
Board, Community Action Agency, Miami-Dade League of Women Voters, Miarmi-Dade
County Bar Association, and Miami-Dade Police Chief’s Association. The other four
panel members are appointed by the Commission from the community at large.

o Quorum achieved at scheduled monthly meetings:
2003—10 of 12 meetings (83.3%)
2004—12 of 12 meetings (100%)

» Vacancies: None reported in this Item.
IIL. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

Neither the IRP nor the County Manager recommended any changes to the IRP’s
enabling legislation, Article I.C to Chapter 2 of the Code.

Tv. ECONOMIC IMPACT
Direct costs: (Countywide general funds)
$463,000 FY 2003-04
$520,000 FY 2004-05 (+12.3% increase over FY 2003-04)
Indirect costs: Unspecified.
V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
The IRP indicates it has “process oriented” performance measures (paragraph 8,

handwritten p. 9) and argues against the use of quantitative measurements which may
diminish the value of the process itself. However, the listed “measures” would be more

DP/GC Last update: 3/30/05
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appropriately described as performance objectives and performance standards than as
“measures.”

o Inclusion of appropriate measures might assist future progress toward and
accomplishment of the purposes specified in the IRP’s enabling legislation.

+ Bxamples of potentially appropriate performance measures might include:

o Community satisfaction as determined by scientifically designed and
conducted surveys, including appropriate qualitative and quantitative
components measuring the IRP’s jmpact on its intended mission, its
achievement of its performance objectives, and it compliance with its
performance standards.

o Percent of community disputes that came before the IRP and were resolved to
the satisfaction of all principal parties in the dispute;

o Percent of matters reviewed that have been reported in a final report,
published and distributed per Sec. 2-11.48 of the Code; and

o Percent of suspected criminal or disciplinary matters referred to appropriate
government authorities per Sec. 2-11.48 of the Code.

DP/GC Last update: 3/30/05 -
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ALLOCATION OF §1,100,000 FROM SURTAX
INCENTIVE POOL FUNDS TO URBAN LEAGUE OF GREATER MIAMI, INC., FOR
THE SUGAR HILL APARTMENTS:; AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER
OR HIS DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ANY NECESSARY AGREEMENI.

Miami-Dade Housing Agency
L SUMMARY

This resolution authorizes an additional $1,100,000 in Surtax Incentive Pool funds to the
Urban League of Greater Miami, Inc. (ULGM) for the Sugar Hill Apartments, which
would bring the total allocated Surtax funds to date to $3,100,000. This increase was
recommended by the Miami-Dade Housing Agency (MDHA) and approved by the
Affordable Housing Advisory Board at its October 27, 2004 meeting. This new allocation
will be available to draw down only after all other funds have been exhausted.

e The expected completion date for this project is in the first quarter of 2006.

» MDHA advises that “Attachment A” has the correct revised project cost.

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

The original development, built in 1933, had 12 buildings with 190 rental units. This
development is for families who earn less than 60% of the area median income.

Namefl.ocation | Amount Awarded | Amount Drawn Recaptured/ Funds
to Date (including Down fo Date Reprogrammed Avallahle
Surtax & HOME
funds)
Sugar Hill
Apartments $4,658,065 $3,350,213 $2,478,000 $1,208,852

L. POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This project consists of preserving the shells of the existing 12 buildings but replacing the
layout with a mixture of two and three bedroom rental units totaling 132 new rental units.

IY. ECONOMIC IMPACT

$1,100,000 Surtax Incentive Pool Funds
$2.000.000 Previously Allocated Surtax Funds
$3,100,000 Revised Allocation

$9,296,804 Previous Projected Cost
$11,835,173 Revised Projected Cost

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

The expected completion date for this project is in the first quarter of 2006.

ENO/BM : Last update: 4/1/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CRANDON PARK MASTER
PLAN TO ALLOW EXPANSION OF THE EXISTING UTILITIES INFRASTRUCTURE
THAT SERVES THE PARK, IN COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 33-303 OF THE CODE
OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY; AND EXECUTION AND RECORDING OF THE
AMENDMENT SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE CRANDON PARK
AMENDMENT COMMITTEE ON AMENDMENT TO THE CRANDON PARK MASTER
PLAN

General Services Administration Department

I SUMMARY

This resolution approves an amendment to the Cranden Park Master Plan to allow the
modification and expansion of utilities infrastructure that serves the park.

II. PRESENT SITUATION

The utility lines for FPL and BellSouth, which serve both Crandon Park and the rest of
Key Biscayne, run through easements along Crandon Blvd. through Crandon Park. The
FPL substation is located on the southern edge of the park, adjacent to the northern edge
of the Village of Key Biscayne.

III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

The amendment to the Crandon Park Master Plan will encompass future utilities
infrastructure modifications and expansions, in addition to the immediate FPL and
BellSouth infrastructure expansions. -

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT
The utilities, FPL and BellSouth, will pay the costs of the infrastructure expansion.
V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS .

The installation of the BellSouth telecommunications cabinet will benefit only the
facilities within Crandon Park. The expansion of the FPL substation will benefit the users
of electricity throughout Key Biscayne, including but not limited to those within Crandon
“Park. According to FPL, the substation is currently running at 100% capacity. The base
load growth in the demand for electricity (increased demand from current users), either
from Crandon Park or the rest of Key Biscayne, will require increased capacity at the
substation. Increased demand from new users will also require increased capacity. The
size of the expansion of the substation will be the same regardless of whether the capacity
is increased by 5% or 50%.

DP ‘ Last update: 3/31/05
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The BellSouth cabinet is an unstaffed facility that will house telecommunications
equipment. The FPL substation is also an unstaffed facility that will house the electrical
equipment. As unstaffed facilities, the cabinet and substation are not subject to thetypical
accessibility requirements of the ADA.

DP ‘ Last update: 3/31/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 99-138; TO INCREASE TRANSIT

FARES, RATES AND CHARGES
Dr. Barbara Carey-Shuler

L SUMMARY

This ordinance proposes to increase the basic adult transit fare for a one-way trip on
Metrobus and Metrorail by .25 cents from the current rate of $1.25 to $1.50. (This
represents an increase of 20%). This increase also extends to monthly and longer term

passes. There is also an increase to $2.00 for Metrobus Express / Special Routes and a
.10 cent increase to some reduced fare rates.

This increase would become effective May 1, 2005.

THIS ORDINANCE WILL NOT AFFECT THE GOLDEN PASSPORT, STS, or
PATRIOT PASSPORT PROGRAMS.

1L PRESENT SITUATION

The current rate for a basic adult fare was established in 1990 when fares were increased
from $1.00 to $1.25 (25% increase). SEE COMMENTS

The following chart shows the current basic adult rates for 10 major U.S. Transit
Properties:

el zale
Aflanta $ 1.75 NA | § 0.85
Chariotte, NC $ 1.10-2.201 § 0.45-1.70* | § 0.75
Chicago $ 175 | $ 015upte0.25 | § 0.85
Detroit 8 160 | B 0.25 Free
District of Free Up to Two
Columbia $ 1.25 Hours | § 0.60
Houston $ 1.00 Free | $ 0.40
Based on
Los Angeles $ 0.0 - 3.10* Destination | $ 0.45 -~ 1.55*
New York City $ 2.00 No Transfers | § 1.00
Free Up to Two
San Diegp 3 1.00 ~ 4.00* Hours | $ 1.00
: Free Up to Two
San Francisco $ 1.25 Hours | $ 0.35 or $10 monthly pass

*Prices contingent upan destination
** Depends on type of transfer: Bus to Rail; Rail to Bus

% The Average adult fare for the 10 cities listed above is $1.67

TG Last update: 3/11/05
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III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

This amendment further provides that any future rate changes may be effectuated through
a resolution in accordance with Sec. 2-150 of the Code of Miami-Dade County.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

Based on anticipated ridership numbers, the department estimates that MDT will realize
an increase in Fare Box generated revenues of approximately $25.8 million.

Price Elasticity

However, it is impossible to accurately gauge the exact impact an increase in fares will

have on ridership.

The accepted calculation transit planners use for modeling purposes in North America,
based on a number of case studies, is that for every 10 percent increase in fares, the
transit authority will experience a decrease in transit usage of approximately 3-4 percent.

Utilizing this theory, a fare increase of 20%, as proposed in this item, would result

in an initial decrease in ridership of between 6 — 8%.

However, the extent of the decrease in ridership is believed to be temporary.

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Increases in cost of some consumer products between 1990 and 2004:

Consumer kem

Cost of a first-class stamp:

Cost of a gallon of regular gas:

Cost of a dozen eggé:

Cost of a gallon of Milk:

1990

$0.25
$1.16
$1.00
$2.78

2004

$0.37
$1.94
$1.31
$3.50

%
Increase

48%
67%
31%
26%

Communities that have recently implemented “Basic Fare Increases”:

Community

Washington D.C.
Chicago
New York, NY,

TG

Year of
Increase

2004
2004
2004

Old Fare

$1.20
$1.50
$1.50

New Fare

$1.35
$1.75
$2.00

Last update: 3/11/05
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This item was amended at the Regional Transportation Commitiee on March 10, 2005,

The original item requested an increase of .35 cents (28%) to $1.60 for the basic adult
One-way fare.

Further, the original item also proposed an increase in the minimum rate for STS services
from $2.50 to $3.20 (This increase was amended out of the item).

.3 cent LOGT (Capital Improvements)

Commissioner Sorenson requested information regarding the Capital Improvement Local
Option Gas Tax (LOGT). Section 336.025 Florida Statutes, Chapter 93-206 of the Codes
of Miami-Dade County.

The County’s share “per cent” on the LOGT referred to is $6.3 million.

Thus, .2 cents would equal approximately $12.6 million. (This does not take into account
price elasticity)

From each cent that is levied 74% goes to the County and the cities split up 26% via
formula.

These monies may only be used for Capital Transportation purposes by either PWD or
MDT.

There is a capacity of .5 cents within this LOGT. The County currently levies only .3
cents. Originally, Miami-Dade County levied the entire .5 cents. However, in June of
1996, the Board of County Commissioners voted to reduce the amount levied to .3 cents.

Attachment 1 - Provided by MDT. Recent fare increase in other Large Communities.

TG Last update: 3/11/05



Attachment 1

Summary of Comparable Transit Agencies Recent Fare Increases.

Express Base $2.00 $0.95/ride

Regular Base $1.60 $0.55/ride $3.50
Shuttle Base $1.00 $0.50/ride $3.50

$3.50 -+ $1.20+
A0/ride .40/mide

$1.20 N/A
$1.20 N/A

N/A

Maryland Dept of Transportation, MT
*Increased Fares In June 2003, Increased by 18%.

Denver Regional Tranportation District.

Bud& Rail 1.25
Discount Cash .60
Monthly Pass 45.00
Dicount Pass 23.00
Bus& Rail Express 2.75
Discount Cash 1.35

| Monthly Pass 99.00
Dicount Pass 53.00

*Increased Fares in January 2004 Increased by 10%

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Bus Regular 1.25
Express 3.00
Seniors and Disabled .60

Rail 1.35-3.90

Reduced fare (All other times)

$1.35 minimum
$1.85 mig-range
$2.35 maximum

$16.50 $64.00 $16.50 N/A
$16.50, $64.00 $16.50 N/A

$16.50
<+

A40/ide

*Tncreased Fares in Oct 2003 & Oct 2004, 10% & 5% respectively

$16.50

$80.00 + N/A

A0/ride



New York City

Normal fare 2.00
Reduced Fare 1.00
Express 4.00
Reducéd Express 2.00

* Includes 1 transfer
Increased Fares In MAY 2003 Increased by 25%, Fares will increase again in February.

Dallas Rapid Transit

LOCAL
Cash fare (bus only, no transfers) $1.25
Single~trip ticket (rail only, good for 90 minutes on $1.252
trains)
Day Pass (bus and rail} $2,502

Manthly Pass (bus and rail) $40,00
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING '‘BUILDING BETTER COMMUNITIES® GENNERAL
OBLIGATION BOND PROGRAM ADVISORY COMMITTEE '

Dr, Barbara Carey-Shuler
L SUMMARY

This ordinance creates a 21 member Building Better Communities Citizen Advisory
Committee (BBCCAC).

This Advisory Committee shall hold meetings no less than four (4) times per year in
order to monitor the progress of the Building Better Communities Program, advise the
Mayor, Board of County Commissioners, and County Manager on the progress of the
program, and provide outreach efforts within the community to help educate the public
on the status of projects contained within the General Obligation Bond program.

IL. PRESENT SITUATION
There are currently 96 Citizen Advisory Committees, Boards, Councils, efc. ..

These comtnittees are utilized to gain public in-put and advice for the Mayor, Board, and
Manager, as well as oversee various County Programs in order to insure that these
programs are providing their desired results,

I11.  POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

As demonstrated by the current number of these types of committees listed in the
previous section, the creation of this advisory committee is consistent with County
Policy.

IV.  ECONOMIC IMPACT

The County Manager’s memorandum compares the cost of support for this committee
with that of the Safe Neighborhoods Parks Citizen Overmght Cominittee at
approximately $500,000 for FY 2004-2005.

However, becanse the Safe Neighborhoods Parks program is winding down, the Citizens
Committee is meeting less frequently than when that program was at its peak.

Tt is likely that the costs for the Building Better Communities Citizens® Advisory
Committee (BBCCAC) will be higher than the current budget for the SNP. These
increased costs would be associated with Start-up costs for staffing and Operating Capital
outlay associated with a first year advisory committee (Approx. 5 people including the
director), increased public notice requirements, and the fact that the BBCCAC is a larger
group than the SNP Oversight Committee

"TDW/TG Last update: 4/1/2005
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V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

In recent years, some concerns have been raised regardmg the inabilities of many County
Boards to meet quorum requirements.

Because the BBCCAC meets quarterly, and has a large number of members, perhaps the
problems related to quorum will not be as prevalent.

Further, some media sources have detailed strained relationships between the County
Commission and the Citizens Independent Transportation Trust (CITT).

However, because the BBCCAC is “advisory” in nature and has not veto authority

regarding the GOB projects, these problems encountered in the early years of the CITT
should not be an issue.

TDW/TG , Last update; 4/1/2005
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR REVIEW OF CONTRACTOR BUSINESS INTEGRITY

BY THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
Commissioner Katy Sorenson

Commissioner Sally Heyman
L SUMMARY

The proposed Ordinance provides for the review of contractor business integrity by the
Inspector General upon request by a Commissioner. Permissible criteria to be considered
for business integrity are listed. A request for review must be based on a good faith belief
that a contractor may not have the business integrity to enter into or perform a County
contract. The Inspector General shall conduct the review as he or she deems necessary,
and is not required to adhere to formal proceedmgs or rules of evidence. A contract shall
not be awarded during the pendency of a review, except by majority vote of the
Comumission. A finding by the Inspector General that a contractor has not demonstrated
its business integrity shall constitute a request for debarment.

IL.  PRESENT SITUATION

Section 10-38(a)(1) of the Code of Miami-Dade County requires = determination of
contractor responsibility, yet there is no description of the criteria or the process for such
determinations. Currently, the County Manager, in consultation with the Department of
Procurement Management (DPM) Director and the directors of the user departments,
make the determinations of contractor responsibility. However, DPM does not handle all
procurement for the County.

During the procurement process, DPM uses several tools to make determinations relating
to the contractor’s capability to perform the contract and the contractor’s record of
integrity. These tools are:

s A compstency survey, or pre-evaluation of the contractor based on past experience,
financial support, and the proper facility to conduct business, is conducted on all
prospective awardees that have not previously performed work for the County.

* A Pre-Award Vendor Information Intranet site to verify that vendors are eligible for
contract award and are compliant with County requirements, The intranet site has
links to the following sites:

o Debarment List of Contractors (by Dept of Business Development)
o Registry of Delinquent Contractors (by Finance Dept.)
o Compliance/Minority Reports-History of Violations (by DBD)
o Suspended Contractars and Contractors with Complaints and Restrictions
(by Building Dept.)
.0 Convicted Vendor List (by State of Florida)
o Suspended Vendor List (by State of Florida)
¢ A Vendor Registration process that requires a series of vendor affidavits.

DFP : ' Last updated: 3/30/05
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¢ DPM consultations with the Inspector general, Audit and Management Services,
Office of Public Corruption, and the County Attorney’s Office regarding allegations
of vendor impropriety or criminal negligence.

The Department of Business Development serves as the coordinator for contractor
debarment proceedings. The Contractor Debarment Report provides the names of the
debarred firms and/or officers, the initiating County department, the grounds for
debarment, and the debarment period.

The Office of the Inspector General investigates allegations of fraud, waste, abuse and
misconduct by public officials and County employees, as well ag contractors and vendors
doing business with the County. The OIG is empowered with the ability to require the
production of documents and records in the possession and control of the County, and has
the power to issue subpoenas, where necessary.

III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

The contractor business integrity review by the Inspector General supplements the
activities of DPM to make determinations relating to the contractor’s record of integrity.

Iv. ECONOMIC IMPACT

The County Manager estimates the cost to the Inspector General at $210,000 for two
Special Agents.

V.  COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

In 1999, an informal interdepartmental Contractor Performance Committee was
established to address issues related to contractor performance, including, developing
policies and procedures for the evaluation of contractor performance. The committee
proposed a comprehensive ordinance and administrative order governing contractor
responsibility, administrative suspension and debarment. This proposal was deferred by
" the Board in May 2002. Two years later, in May 2004, County Manager recommended
providing for determinations of contractor responsibility to be governed by procedures
established by a similar administrative order. That proposal was deferred by the Board.

DP Last updated: 3/30/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ORDINANCE RELATING TQ INCORPORATION
Commigsioner Dennis C. Moss
1. SUMMARY

This ordinance provides modifications to the incorporation process. This ordinance
increases the percentage of registered voters necessary in meeting the prerequisite for a
petition for referendum. This ordinance also attempts to bring both the petition and MAC
options together to address flaws in the transparency and efficiency of the incorporation
process.

IL PRESENT SITUATION

In Miami-Dade County there are currently two paths a community may take to establish
incorporation. The community may choose to meet the requirements through (1) a
Petition for Referendum or by means of (2) a Municipal Advisory Committee (MAC).
As more communities have inquired about the opportunity to incorporate, there has been
much discussion and criticism over which process is most efficient, while remaining fair
to all constituents.

1. Petition for Referendum- (the current process)

» Constituents must provide a valid and complete petition with the
consent of 10% of the registered voters residing in the proposed area.

¢ Once the signatures are gathered the petition should be delivered to the
Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners.

» The Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners transmits a copy of
the petition to the Office of Management and Budget.

e Upon the Office of Management and Budget determining the petition
is complete, the department notifies the Clerk of the Board. The Office
of Management and Budget then proceeds with the task of making
recommendations to the County Manager.

» The County Manager then brings the issue to the BCC as a pubhc
hearing item. _

» This process has been criticized for having a low consent percentage (of 10%) for

establishing an incorporated area in Miami-Dade County.
> The petition process is a bit more “hands off” than the MAC process.

TDW | Last update: 4/1/05
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> Due to the flexibility provided through the petition process, many constituents
have stated they were unaware of any meetings regarding incorporation
possibilities in their residential area(s).

> Many constituents have also expressed that they did not know what they were
signing.

> Some constituents have stated they were not informed of the true impact
incorporation will have on their area.

2. Municipal Advisory Committee (MAC)- (the current process)

¢ The collective interest of individual constituents or a group of
constituents ask their respective County Commissioner to entertain the
opportunity to incorporate the area they reside in.

e MAC members are later appointed and collectively meet in a forum
open to the public to address and study the practicality of
incorporation for the area they reside in.

e The MAC proceeds with performing a study (report) on the proposed
area of incorporation with oversight provided by the Office of
Management and Budget.

» The intent of setting up a MAC is to involve constituent participation
and their opinions to pertinent concems.

¢ The MAC’s study should address the concerns a new municipality will
face with incorporating and operating as a new municipality.

o After the MAC and the Office of Management and Budget have
finalized their study a report is passed on to the County Manager who
brings the issue to the BCC as a public hearing item.

> Although, the MAC carries on their process with the assistance and oversight of
the Office of Management and Budget, constituents have expressed sentiments of
not being well informed of the process.

. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION
» This ordinance provides a means of bringing the petition process and the MAC
process together. Bringing the two paths together with the desire to provide more

open discussion between neighbors. This ordinance should allow for a more
transparent and true outlook of how the greater part of the community truly feels.

TDW Last update: 4/1/05
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V’

TDW

» The ordinance proposes an increase of consent from 10% of the registered voters

in the area to 25%. Some may express the increased percentage requirement from
10% to 25% is pretty lofty and unrealistic for simply starting an incorporation
process. Others will say the consent percentage could be higher and the
overwhelming masses should be for this before spending the resources, time, and
money.

This ordinance deletes language stating the County Manager should be notified by
the Clerk of the Board and replaces that step with the Clerk notifying the Board of
County Commissioners (BCC). The Clerk of Courts is being asked to notify the
respective Commissioner(s) of the proposed area who has the authority to bring
the item to the BCC as a public hearing item.

This ordinance brings the petition and MAC process together by stating that a
complete petition must proceed through the MAC process before being brought to
the respective Commissioner and the BCC.

¢ Section 20-21 mandates that petitions filed prior to or subsequent to
the effective date of this ordinance must now progress through the
MAC process to provide a report fully addressing issnes mvolved in
incorporating,

o Section 20-21 also states, “[n]o petitions having had their initial public
hearing prior to the effective date of this ordinance shall receive
further consideration by the County Commission or any county
established board, unless and until the provisions of this section and
Section 20-20(c) have been met.” : '

ECONOMIC IMPACT
N/A

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

> Attachment 1: Map of the actively pursued incorporation and annexation areas.
> Attachment 2: Incorporation/Annexation Status Report as of March 2005

» Attachment 3;: Municipal Incorporation Elections (1990-Present)

Last update: 4/1/05
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Incorporation/Annexation Status Report
As of March 2005

Municipal Advisory Committees

Biscayne Gardens

The Biscayne Gardens Municipal Advisory Committee (MAC) is now preparing its
proforma budget.

Fisher Island

The MAC has created a Budget Subcommitiee to begin preparing a preforma budget.
However, police cost for services is still unresolved. Miami Dade Police Department
(MDPD) sent a letter to the MAC advising them that they are reevaluating the original
proposal recommending a 17 person police operation at a $2.1 million cost. The MAC
contends that the proposal does not reflect the needs of the island's residents. The
MAC is trying to determine if a location for a City Hall can be established which wouid
not impede upon privacy of the island. The next meeting is scheduled for March 30,
2005, The Budgst Subcommittee wili meet on March 7, 2005 and on March 28, 2005,

Fontainehlieau

The proposed incorporation of Fontainebleau item was heard before the Planning &
Advisory Board (PAB) on January 10, 2005. The PAB recommended denial
(unanimously) of the proposed incorparation. The ifem wili be forwarded to the
Infrastructure and Land Use Committee.

Goulds

The MAC met on February 8, 2005. Two new members, appointed by Commissioner
Sorenson, wers present. The MAC decided to postpong the recent reguest to have
' County depariments make secondary presentations to the MAC. Instead, the MAC is
working on bringing the Mayors of Florida City and Homestead o make special
presentation on municipal budget issues during the March and April MAC meetings. The
MAG requested MDPD fo return in May fo make the presentation based-on the current
MAG boundaries. The next MAC mesting is scheduled for March 10, 2005.

North Central Dade

The proposed incorporation item was heard on December 8, 2004 at Miami Ceniral High
School at 8:00 PM by the Planning Advisary Board (PAB). The PAB recommended
denial (unanimously) of the propesed incorporation. The item will be forwarded to the
Infrastructure and Land Use Committee.

Northeast Dade

The Northeast Dade MAC proposed inborporation report is scheduled to be heard by the
Boundaries Commission on March 23, 2005 at 9:30 AM in the BCC Chambers.



Mediey

The Mediey application went before the BCC on September 8, 2004. The BCC did not
accept the application. The Board gave the Manager 120 days to mediate mutually
agreeable boundaries with Doral, Virginia Gardens, and Miami Springs. The cities iast
met on January 31, 2005. :

Miami Shores

An annexation application was received from the Viliage of Miami Shores on November
26, 2004. The application has been accepied by the BCC and a staff report has been
prepared. The report is scheduled for presentation fo the Boundaries Commission on
March 23, 2005 at 8:30 AM in the BCC chambers.

Miami Springs

The Miami Springs application went before the BCC on September 8, 2004. The BCC
did not accept the application. The Board gave the Manager 120 days to mediate
mutually agreeable boundaries with Doral, Virginia Gardens, and Medlsy. The cities last

met on January 31, 2005,

Sweetwater

An annexation application was accepted by the BCC on February 1, 2005. Currently,
County departments are reviewing the application for departmental inputs.  The initial
deadline to submit comments is March 2, 2005. '

Virginia Gardens

The Virginia Gardens application was accepted by the BCC on September 23, 2003. On
September 8, 2004, The Board gave the Manager 120 days to mediate mutualiy
agreeable boundaries with Doral, Medley, and Miami Springs. The cities last met on
January 31, 2005. :

Transition Cities

Cutler Ridge

On March 1, 2005, the Board of County Commissioners established the Cutler Ridge
Charter Commission. Preparations are under way for the Commission'’s initial meeting,
including completion of relevant paperwork (in coordination with the Clerk of the Board),
scheduling of the meeting, and preparation of a tentative agenda and draft charter.

Doral

The City of Doral Roads Transfer Agreement was approved by the BCC on January 20,
2005, The agreement has been signed and distributed o the City. '



MUNICIPAL INCORPORATION ELECTIONS
1990 to Present

Incorporation

Ejection Election Date Re\?;f;‘i;ed Ballots Cast | Turnout% | YES Vates %
?fg’ogf;:}c’gi 11/06/90 | 4241 3,087 | 727%% | 56.66%
ot sooval | 06/18/91 | 3,868 1,693 | 43.77% | 67.51%
?g’fof;’;“gfaﬁon 04/11/95 | 11,984 5164 | 41.51% | 85.18%
Appro Charter | yyp7/05 | 12497 | 3,809 | 3205% [ 89.59%
?AZE?;%?EW 09/19/95 | 10321 | 4,786 | 46.37% | 65.91%
ig’;g\fasf Charter | n3r12/96 | 8,769 4600 | 52.56% | 5821%
?#C%T;;féifoﬁea"h 01/07/97 | 6,838 2678 | 39.16% | 72.72%
%g%ﬂiﬁ)iﬁi‘fh 06/16/97 | 6,973 1802 | 27.13% | BL.75%
i{‘“;?g:;?ﬁn 09/05/00 | 9,760 4,743 | 48.60% | 87.09%
E"ﬁgngeﬁ\ﬁroval 12/05/00 | 10,699 | 1566 | 1464% | 94.19%
oy 02/05/02 | 13,702 | 6391 | 46.64% | 8149%
Eﬁ‘a”;t";tﬁggﬁ’wal, oo/t0f02 | 13762 | 7,225 | 5250% | 83.24%

| %’Crgr'pmaﬁm 01/28/03 | 6,985 1,085 | 2842% | 8545%
Eg;;a’r:a\?;mer 06/24/03 | 7,531 776 1030% | 92.19%
Miami Gerdens — o1pg3 51582 8032 1557%  6355%




BCCITEMS 7(H) & 7(I)
April 5, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

ITEM 7(H) ORDINANCE AMENDING ARTICLE VII, SECTION 33-124.1 OF THE
CODE RELATING TO PARKING COMMERCIAL VEHICLES IN RESIDENTIALLY
AND AGRICULTURALLY ZONED DISTRICTS,

ITEM 7(I) ORDINANCE REPEALING ARTICLE I, SECTION 33-20.1 OF THE CODE
RELATING TO PROHIBITION OF TOW TRUCKS IN RESIDENTIALLY ZONED
DISTRICTS.

Senator Javier D. Souto and Commissioner Barbara J. Jordon

L SUMMARY

Item 7(T) proposes an ordinance repealing the prohibition of tow trucks being stored in
residential areas. This section is being repealed in anticipation of passage of Item 7(H).

Ttem 7(H) addresses the storage of commercial vehicles in residential and agricultural
zoned areas. It refines definitions of the respective vehicle categories and prescribes
limitations.

» Repealing Item 7(I) and accepting amendments to Item 7(H) will include tow trucks
as “‘commercial vehicles” for this legislation. Tow trucks, like other Category 3
vehicles, will be prohibited from non-temporary parking or storage in residentially
zoned districts.

» These two picces of legislation, together, resolve concerns about enforceability; of this
matter,

1L PRESENT SITUATION

Many in the tow truck industry have challenged and questioned why tow trucks are
treated differently than other commercial vehicles with respect to legislation restricting
storage and parking.

Others have argued there is a difference between tow trucks being stored in restricted
areas versus other commercial marked vehicles.

Prior to the outcome of a recent lawsuit, the Consumer Services Department did
distinguish between commercial vehicles by licensing tow trucks. The department also
provided the respective companies with a copy of the County Code relating to parking
tow trucks in residential areas. The department used this approach to put companies on
notice and provide them with an official warning.

The Consumer Services Department has recently discontinued the licensing of tow trucks
following a lawsuit by the industry. This leaves the County with a weaker argument for
distinguishing between the two groups and has made it difficult for Team Metro to
enforce Article I, Section 33-20.1 of the Code Relating to Prohibition of Tow Trucks.

ENO/TDW Last update: 4/1/05



BCC ITEMS 7(H) & 7(I)
April 5, 2005
III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

Adoption of the proposed amendment and repeal of the stated sections of the Code would
allow for tow trucks to be collectively addressed with other commercial vehicles.

Furthermore, the proposed revisions include height limitations and a broader description
of the vehicle’s exterior in the definition of commercial vehicles.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT
None,
Y. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

None,

ENO/TDW Last update: 4/1/05



BCC ITEM 8(A)(1)(B)
April 5, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

CONTRACT AWARD RECOMMENDATION MIA HELIPORT ROOF REMEDIATION

MDAD PROJECT NO. F1344
Aviation Department

I SUMMARY

The Aviation Department has recommended approval of the respective contract between
ELCI Construction Group, INC and Miami-Dade County for the remediation of the MIA
Heliport Building,

IL. PRESENT SITUATION

* In July 2000, the Miami International Airport (MIA) Heliport ceased its operation
as a heliport landing facility.

e The MIA Heliport is now being occupied by the Aviation Department’s Security
and Safety LD. Division as well as Customs and Boearder Protection personnel.

o The Heliport is essentially a tower with one floor that levels off with the adjacent
garage facilities (that stand 7 floors tall).

e The central location of the Heliport provides easy accessibility for all airport
employees. The Heliport sits between the Dolphin and Flamingo Garages and
across from the hotel located at Concourse E.

o Attachment 1: Wide Aerial Image of Airport (MIA Heliport included)
o Attachment 2: Closer Aerial Image of MIA Heliport

. POLICY IMPLICATIONS
o The new roof provided in this contract will alleviate the ongoing damage being
caused to the interior of the facility and furnishings in addition to eliminating
hazardous conditions.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

s The contract for the remediation is $708,590.19 (including contingency 10% of
$63,693.50).

V. COMMENTS
N/A

TDW Last update: 4/1/05
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BCC ITEM 8(A)(1XC)
April 5, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESQLTUION  APPROVING  SIXTH AMENDMENT TO THE GENERAL
AERONAUTICAL SERVICES PERMITS (“GASP”) AT MIAMI INTERNATIONAL

AIRPORT
Aviation Department

L SUMMARY

This proposed resolution would approve the Sixfh Amendment to the Aviation
Department’s General Aeronautical Services Permits (GASP) at Miami International
Arrport. This amendment modifies the GASP payment process and extends the existing
permits for a six month period that ends October 31, 2005, This amendment would also
approve the Aviation Department’s request for a watver of competitive bid(s).

IT. PRESENT SITUATION

There are currently five companies operating at Miami Interational Airport (MIA) with
General Aeronantical Services Permit(s). The permits have been in place since
November 1, 1992 and they will expire on April 30, 2005.

On December 21, 2004, a Request for Proposal (RFP) was issued by the Aviation
Department for replacement General Aeronautical Services Permits, American Sales &
Management, Swissport USA, Inc., ASIG Miami, Inc., Globe Ground North America
LLC d/b/a/ Servisair/Globeground, and Worldwide Flight Services (Worldwide), Inc.
have been idenfified as the five tentative award winners that would be recommended for
- consideration by the Board of County Commissioners. The interested companies were
advised that an executed permit and other required documentation were to be submitted
by a time certain date during January 2005. All the tentative award winning companies
(listed above)} complied with the Aviation Departments additional requests except for
ASIG Miami, Inc.

The Aviation Department has made several attempts to contact the local and corporate
offices of ASIG to determine and confirm their intent to proceed with this GASP
opportunity at MIA. ASIG bas failed to respond to both written and oral comrunication.
On January 28, 2005, the Evaluation/Selection Committee requested authorization to

" proceed to the next ranked responsive and responsible proposer. On February 14, 2005,
ASIG notified MDAD by letter and advised them that it would no longer perform
ground-handling services at MIA effective April 16, 2005.

III.  POLICY IMPLICATIONS
» The Aviation Department has requested an extension of six (6) months (in

incremental periods of one-month) to allow sufficient time for replacing ASIG
with the next ranked responsive and responsible proposer.

TDW ’ Last update: 4/1/05



BCC ITEM 8(A){1)(C)
April 5, 2005

TDW

This amendment will extend the validity of the GASP permits until October 31,
2005, The extension will also be beneficial ,
a) for the completion of the award process due to this unexpected
non-responsiveness of ASIG,
b) to provide additional time if there are any protests, as well as,
¢) for the ninety (90) calendar day transition period from the existing
to the new permittees.

This resolution will allow the next ranked responsive and responsible proposer,
Evergreen Aviation Ground Logistics Enterprises, Inc. (Evergreen) the
opportunity to take ASIG’s position for the GASP RTP.

A waiver of competitive bid is also requested by the department to allow
Rvergreen the opportunity to come in, get acclimated and provide them with a fair
opportunity to become a competitive entity at MIA.

o It has been expressed that Worldwide Flight Services, Inc. (Worldwide)
may pull their name out of the tentative award winning list.

o Triangle Services of Florida, Inc will be the next yanked responsive and
responsible proposer if Worldwide’s unefficial intentions play out.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

o The GASP agreement(s) with the Aviation department has been modified so
the aeronautical service providers pay Miami-Dade County a minimuim
guaranteed amount instead of the current agresment of 7% of their gross
mncome,

COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

One incumbent company has expressed their concerns with the Sixth
Amendment. Their conceres involve how Evergreen will be brought in to replace
ASIG.

New Awards have been scheduled to come before the:
Regional Transportation Committes (RTC): April 14%, 2005
Board of County Commissioners (BCC):  May 3, 2005

Attachment #1- Evaluation and Seleétion Process for Request for Proposal (RFP)
for General Aerondutical Services

Last update: 4/1/05
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BCC ITEMS 8(F)(1)(B) & 8(F)(1)D
April 5, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

8(F)(1)(B) RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF RETROACTIVE CHANGE
ORDER NO. ONE AND FINAL TO THE CONTRACT WITH GENERAL CAULKING &
COATING COMPANY, INC. FOR THE RICHARD E. GERSTEIN BUILDING
EXTERIOR CAULKING, SEALING AND WATERPROOFING PROJECT; AND
AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO EXERCISE ANY AND ALL OTHER
RIGHTS CONFERRED THEREIN

SF)(1)(D) RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF RETROACTIVE CHANGE
ORDER NO. ONE AND FINAL TO THE CONTRACT WITH FLORIDA ROOFING
SOLUTIONS, INC. FOR THE MIAMI-DADE POLICE DEPARTMENT’S
HEADQUARTERS BUILDING ROOF RENOVATIONS AND EXTERIOR SEALING
PROJECT: AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO EXERCISE ANY AND

ALL OTHER RIGHTS CONFERRED THEREIN
General Services Administration Department

L SUMMARY

Each of these Ttems is a recommendation for approval of Change Order No. One and
Final to the respective contracts. The original contract values, the increase recommended
in each, and the add-on work performed in each are somewhat similar. The original
estimated cost for each of these projects was identical.

e The similarities in (2) the original cstimates, (b) the add-on work discovered to be
necessary during the projects, and (c) the cost increases could raise questions about
project design and estimating processes.

e In 8(F)1)(I), there is no discussion of the cause of or of potential contractor liability
related to the elevator towers’ stucco failure and the subsequent emergency repairs.

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

Ttem 3(B) Item 3(F)

Original Estimated Cost: $700,000 .$700,000

Original Base Bid: $448,100 $398,000

10-Year Maintenance: $24,000 $40,500

10% Contingency ‘ $47.210 $43.805

Original Contract Amount $519,310 $481,855

Recommended Increase: +$105,240 +$100,909

Percent Increase Recommended: +20.3% 20.9% .

Adjusted Total with Change Order: $624,550 $582,764

Justification: Additional Additional

: waterproofing, - waterproofing,

& emergency roofing &

, stucco repairs glazing
GC Last updated: 4/1/03



BCC ITEMS 8(I)(1)(B) & 8(FH(1)D
April §, 2005

In Item 8(F)(1)(B), contingency funds were subtracted from “current construction
contingency balance” reported in the Ttem (handwritten p. 4).

In Item 8(F)(1)(I), contingency funds were not subtracted from “current construction
contingency balance” reported in the Jtem (handwritten p. 4).

III.  POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

If .
(a) The contractor is not presumed to have an inherent right to the “contingency fee;”
and
(b) The original, Base Bid amount was then considered as the starting point for
computing the percentage change in contract cost,
then
The increases in costs of these two contracts would be significantly higher:
Item 8(F)1)(B): $152,450 (+34.0%) instead of $105,240 (+20.3%)
Item 8(F)(1)(D):  $144,714 (+36.4%) instead of $100,909 (20.9%)

IVv. ECONOMIC IMPACT

+$206,149 in additional obligations (Capital Outlay Reserve)

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Ttem 8(F)(1)(B), on handwritten p. 3, indicates that “the three existing elevator towers’
stucco cracked and in some areas fell to the ground during the work, necessitating safety-
related emergency repairs.

» There is no discussion of the cause of or of potential contractor liability related to the
elevator towers’ stucco failure and the subsequent emergency repairs.

GC _ :  Last updated: 4/1/05



BCC ITEM 8(G) (1) (A)
APRIL 5, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ALLOCATION OF $775,000 FROM SURTAY
INCENTIVE POOL FUNDS TO SUNSOUTH PLACE, INC, FOR THE SUNSOUTH
FPLACE APARTMENTS; AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER OR HIS

DESIGNEE TO EXECUTE ANY NECESSARY A GREEMENTS.
Miami-Dade Housing Agency

L. SUMMARY

This resolution authorizes an additional allocation of $775,000 from Surtax Incentjve
Paol funds to Sunsouth Place, Inc., a rehabilitated 70-unit development for the formerly
homeless and those needing affordable housing, located at 530 Meridian Avenue, Miami
Beach, in Commission District 5. Carrfour Supportive Housing is the developer.

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

Sunsouth Place, Inc. has received fliree previous allocations from Miami-Dade County
through various fanding channels: ‘
» $500,000 in 2001 Surtax Incentive Funds by R-1349-00
* §104,395 in 2002 Surtax Incentive Funds by R~1355-01
* §$395,605 in 2002 HOME funds by R-1355-01

Name/Location | Funding Allocation Proposed Funding | Reason for the
to Date (2001-2005) Request Change
Sunsouth Place,
Inc. 530 Meridian Increased
Avenue, Miami Construction Costs,
Beach, in $1.000,000 $775,000 _ high insurance
Commission District premiums
5

HL.  POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

This project consists of renovating a former tenant-style hotel into 70 single-room
occupancy units for the formerly homeless and individaals earning up to 120% of the
area median income. MDHA originally allotted 24 months to get the permitting and
construction done on this project, with a completion date in 2003, However, the
developer Carrfour encountered delays:

* Carrfour had to wait for the building’s former owners to agree o sale.

* Carrfour had to wait for the tenants residing in the building to move out,

* Other funding agencies backed the project only after the County dedicated its

Surtax fonds.

ENOATS Last update: 4/1/05
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While the project was delayed, construction costs and insurance premiums continned to
soar hence the increase in the total project cost.

The project is now on track to be completed in Angust 2005, The developer has obtained
the proper building permits and renovation began on January 19, 2005,

1IV.  ECONOMIC IMPACT

The economic impact is $775,000 in additional finding,
* The County generally provides the primary source of funding for these projects.

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

This additional allocation was approved by the Affordable Housing Advisory Board on
October 27, 2004.

MDHA cited the difficulty in securing facilities to house the homeless and formerly

homeless. Itis even more problematic to secure this type of housing in prime real estate
locations such as Miami Beach.

- ENOATS ' Last update: 4/1/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ALLOCATION OF $500,000 FROM SURTAX
INCENTIVE POOL FUNDS TO PENINSULA HOUSING DEVELOPMENT INC. XVII
FOR THE L4 PALMA APARTMENTS; AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER

OR HIS DESIGNEE TQ EXECUTE ANY NECESSARY AGREEMENTS.
Miami-Dade Housing Agency

I SUMMARY

This item allocates $500,000 from the Surtax Incentive Pool funds to Peninsula Housing
Development, Inc. XVII, a 91 rental unit development for the elderly, located at 1040
8. W. 1% Street, in Commyission District 5.

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

Previously, Peminsula Housing Development received an allocation from Miami-Dade
County in HOME fimds for the amount of $500,000 through R-~1448-03.

Ol POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

Original
. Funding Proposed Funding Reason for the
Name/L.ocation Allocation Request Change
(HOME funds)

La Palma
Apartments, 1040 : Increased
S.W. 1st Street, in $500,000 $£500,000 Canstruction

Commission Costs,
District 5

V. ECONOMIC IMPACT
The economic impact is $500,000 in additional fundmg
V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

The Miami-Dade Housing Advisory Board approved this request at its Tune 30, 2004
meeting. ‘

ENO/ATS ‘ Last update: 4/1/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

TARGETED JOBS INCENTIVE FUND PROGRAM PARTICIPATION FOR MIAMI
TECH LINE MAINTENANCE.

L. SUMMARY

Office of Community and Economic Development

The Office of Community and Economic Development recommends that the Board of
County Commissioners approve the attached Targeted Job Incentive Fund (TJIF)
application and agreements.

I1. PRESENT SITUATION

"The TJIF is an initiative by The Beacon Council and Miami-Dade County patterned after
the State of Florida Qualified Target Industry Tax Refund Program (QTI). The program’s
intent is to attract relocating out-of-area businesses and encourage expansion of existing

local companies by providing cash incentive awards.

III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

None.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

Net
. Miami-Dade New Revenue
Project Name Toeg; mVC :;;:int Incremental Tax Incentive Award Benefit to
Revenue Generated Miami-
Dade
Miami Tech
Line 200 $525,000 $ 42,757 8 30,000 $ 3,757
Maintenance
V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
None.
ITS Last update: 3/31/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION EXEMPTING THE SOUTH MIAMI-DADE WATERSHED PLAN
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS FROM CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE
CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND CODE OF ETHICS ORDINANCE

Department of Planning and Zoning
L SUMMARY

This resolution would exempt members of the South Miami-Dade Watershed Plan
Advisory Committee (SMWPAC) from the application of Sections 2-11.1(n) and (v) of
the Miami-Dade County Conflict of Interest and Code of Ethics Ordinance.

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

The SMWPAC was created, in 2001, by the Board of County Commissioners in order to
participate in the development of the South Miami-Dade Watershed Plan.

There are 30 seats on the SMWPAC and currently 1 vacancy.

The Department estimates that the actual South Miami-Dade Watershed Plan should be
completed by November of this year at which time the Advisory Commiittee will
automatically Sunset.

The State Legislature has appropriated approximately $2 million and the County Water &
Sewer and Planning & Zoning Departments have allocated approximately $1 million for
at total of $3 million in funding towards the development of South Miami-Dade
Watershed Plan.

There are currently approximately 96 County “Citizen Advisory Committees’, of which
18 were exempted from the Conflict of Interest Ordinance via Resolution R-340-03.

The following 18 con:unittees,‘ or advisory boards, are currently exempt from the Conflict
of Interest and Code of Ethics Ordinance:

1. Affirmative Action Advisory Board

2. Aireraft Noise Abatement Task Foree for M1A

3. Asian American Advisory Board

4. Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee

5. Black Affairs Advisory Board

6. Commission on Digability Issnes

7. Commission for Women

8. Community Image Advisory Board

9, Community Relations Board Nominating Committee
10. Community Small Business Enterprise Program

11. Digl-A-Life Program Advisory and Qversight Board

TDW/TG Last update: 4/1/05
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12. Domestic Violence Oversight Board

13. Bquestrian Center Advisory Board

14. Hispanic Affairs Advisory Board

15. Minarity and Women-Owned Buginess Advisory Board
16. Parks and Recreation Citizens Advisory Comimittee

17. Racial Profiling Advisery Board

18. Transportation Aesthetics Review Committee

III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION
This resolution seeks and exemption from a current County Code.

This exemption would allow for current members of the SMWPAC to remain on the
Committee without concern for possible conflicts.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

None,

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

The following issue has provided the impetus for the SMWPAC to sec these exemptions.

A current member of the SMWPAC works for a firm who holds contracts with at-
least three (3) County Departments for professional services.

Under the County’s Conflict of Interest Ordinance, this advisory committee
member is concemned that their membership on the SMWPAC would render those
contracts with the County void.

This person is not willing subject their company to that risk. The person has asked
for a resolution of this issue prior attending further SMWPAC meetings.

The Department feels that this person’s, as well as a number of other members of the
committee’s, expertise is vital towards creating a balanced plan.

Attached is a letter from the Builders Association of South Florida in support of this
exemption. '

TDW/TG | | Last update: 4/1/05
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March 4, 2005

Honorable Natacha Sejas, Chair
And Members
Tnfrastmcture and Land Use Committee
Miami-Dade county Commissiott
111 NV First Street, 2 Floot
Miasmi, FL 33128

e  Re: Ttem 2H, Resolution re Condict of Interest Waiver for South Miami-Dade
Watershed Task Force, March 8 Committee Heating.

Dear Chattoworman Sefjas and Committee Members:

1 am writing to you to express the support of the Builders Associztion of South Hlorida
(BASF) for the ahove-referenced resolution. It comes before you for consideration on you
Tuesday, March 8, 2005 agendz. “As Twill be out of town for your meefing, others may be
presenting this position to you at the public hearing. :

The Watershed Task Force has heen working for nearly thres years on this enormous study-
“The study’s boundaries cover most of the southern half of our county and will affect nearly
half of out population. The South Miami-Dade Watershed Pla Advisory Comrmittee
includes many metnbers of the business community, representatives of stakeholder groups,
residents and landowners whose liveliboods may be affected by the outcome of the
Watershed Plan, but whose active participation s critical +o the achievernent of consensus.

The reason we believe the Cotnmission’s original intent in establishing his task force with
local stakeholders was to provide maszitum local input into this study. Every resident in out
county could conceivably have a conflict of interest — simply because we live bere, If the task
fotce were to be “conflict-free”, the Commission would have had to appoint people from
outside Miami-Dade County. Cleatly, BASE does not believe this was the Commission’s
intent. Tt would not be fair to have unaffected patties making decisions about the future of

out own residents’ propetty, homes and businesses.

Without the watvet, the entire Committer’s existence could be éhreatened, If the land owners
and industry representatives have to recuse shemselves, which they could likely be, 2s this
stndy will affect some part of their land and financial interests, the Coramittee will cease 10
function. They will not have a guorum. The only people leftwould be the park employees
and the neighbothood and envitonmental groups. ,

Further, it could be congtrued that various Federil park employees who sit on the task force
would have conflicts, as theit principle - the Federal Government - owns thousands of acres
of land that would be affected by the Flan. Under #he County lobbyist ordinances, both
employess and principles are considered lobbyists. In short, without +he blanket waiver the

committee and the plan will cease to exist.
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Pape Two
Chairwoman Sefjas
Match 3, 2005

By now, we hope it is clear why waiving the conflict of interest requirerﬁents for Watershed
sk Force members is critically important. By adopting this resolution, the Comemission will
finally resolve this linpering iatter. :

We ate told that the smdy should be complete by the end of this year. At such a critical
fime, it s even more important to conclude the study with mernbers who represent a
gennine cross section of the South Dade community, and be permitted to continue
participate as active members during fhe finul phases of plan formulation. Thank you for
yout inferest in the Association’s VIEWS.

Sincerely,
Truly. Burton

Truly Burton
Miasni-Dade Government Affairs Director

cc: Roger Carlton, Watershed Task Force Chair and Membets
Janice Hleischer, Bsruire, Pacilitator
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION AWARDING SAFE NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS SPECIFIED/PER

CAPITA FUNDS.
Office of Safe Neighborhood Parks

L SUMMARY

This resolution would allocate $58,530,000 in Safe Neighborhood Parks (SNP) Bond
funds. These allocations will be funded from the sixth and final bond series of the SNP
Bond program.

II.  PRESENT SITUATION

The SNP Bond Ordinance provides for the use of $200,000,000 in bond proceeds to be
used for improvements to, and acquisition of, neighborhood and regional parks, beaches,
natural areas recreation and heritage facilities. The SNP Bond Ordinance was approved
by voters in 1996. To date, bonds totaling $141,470,000 have been issued. This resolution

would close out the SNP program by allocating funds from the final series of bonds in the
amount of $58,530,000.

1.  POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The Safe Neighborhood Parks Citizens’ Oversight Committee recommends allocating
proceeds from the sixth and final series of bonds in the following manner:

» $28,157,096 to regional parks;
o $23,124,770 to UMSA and $4,319,030 to municipalities in specified allocations;
$40,927 to mumicipalities and $2,888,807 to UMSA for per capita allocations.
IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

In total, $58,530,000 of SNP bond proceeds will be allocated from the sixth and final
bond series.

V. COMMENTS

None.

BM Last update: 4/1/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS
RESOLUTION AWARDING SAFE NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS RECAPTURED FUNDS.
Office of Safs Neighborhood Parks
I SUMMARY o

This resolution would allocate $1,935,219 in Safe Neighborhood Parks (SNP) Recaptured
Funds to three public agencies and one private not-for-profit organization and authorizes
the County Manager to negotiate and execute grant agreements.

IXL. PRESENT SITUATION

The SNP Bond Ordinance provides for the use of recaptured interest earned and proceeds
of the SNP Bond Program to be used for the acquisition of parks, open space, and other
projects,

- HI.  POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The Safe Neighborhood Parks Citizens’ Oversight Committee recommends allocating
recaptured interest earnings and proceeds in the following manner:

$682,799 to the City of Miami Beach for the beach and boardwallk;
$1,011,456 to the City of Miami Beach for North Shore Open Space Park;
$89,3009 to the City of North Miami Beach for Taylor Park Youth Facility;
$65,040 to the Town of Medley for Tobie Wilson Park; and

$86,615 to Richmond-Perrine Optimnist Club for a Youth Activity Center.

* ® =& » =

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT
In total, $1,935,219 of recaptured interest and proceeds will Be allocated.
V. COMMENTS

None,

BM 7 ~Last update: 4/1/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION URGING THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE TO EXTEND AND/OR MAKE
PERMANENT THE SALES TAX EXEMPTION FOR SOLAR ENERGY SYSTEMS AND

COMPONENIS
Commissioner Katy Sorenson

L SUMMARY

The Resolution urges the Florida Legislature to extend or malke permanent the current
sales tax exemption for solar energy systems, which is scheduled for repeal July 1, 2005.

IL PRESENT SITUATION

Florida’s sales and use tax is a 6% levy on retail sales of most personal property, unless

specifically exempted.

¢ The purchase of the hardware for solar energy systems is exempt from taxation.

 The most popular systems purchased in Florida are solar swimming pool heaters and
home water heaters.

Senate Bill 1620, by Sen. Atwater, and HB 805, by Rep. Williams, amend sec. 212.08(7),
Fla. Stat., regarding the sales tax exemption.

o SB 1620 has passed the Committee on Environmental Preservation.
e HB 805 has passed the Committee on Environmental Regulation.

III.  POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

The Regolution urges the Florida Legislature to extend or make permanent the current
sales tax exemption for solar energy systems, which is scheduled for repeal July 1, 2005.

IVv. ECONOMIC IMPACT

According to the Revenue Estimating Conference, the total fiscal impact to state and
local government is $1.3 million for FY 2004-05.

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

None.

Dp Last npdated: 3/30/035



BCC ITEM 11(A)(22)
April 5, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

RESOLUTION URGING THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE TO FREEZE THE DISTRICT
COST DIFFERENTIAL (DCD) AT THE CURRENT LEVEL UNTIL SUCH TIME THAT
A NEW AND EQUITIBLE CALCULATION FOR DCD MAY BE DEVISED BY A

QUALIFIED, UNBIASED THIRD PARTY
Commissioner Katy Sorenson

L. SUMMARY

This resolution asks that the Florida Legislature freeze the educational funding formula,

known as the District Cost Differential (DCD), at the current level until further studies

are done to determine a more equitable distribution formula.

« To date, ongoing legislative efforts to freeze the DCD have been unsuccessful.

e Approximately 35% of the Senators and Representatives represent areas that were
adversely affected by the New DCD formula.

1L PRESENT SITUATION

During the 2004 Legislative Session, the Florida Legislature endorsed in Proviso
language in the state budget, a new formula calculating the DCD used by the
Commissioner of Education to distribute funding to each of Florida’s 67 Public School
Districts. The previous formula was designed to assist school boards in what are
considered “Urban Counties” deal with higher costs and salaries, as reflected in the
Florida Price Level Index (FPLI). The items included in the FPLI market basket, similar
to those found in the CPI (Consumer Price Index), include cost data on housing,
transportation, health care, food, and other goods and services

The State Legislative leadership in 2004 felt that the DCD benefited school boards in
Urban Counties at the expense of school boards in Rural Counties. Opponents of the
«“O}d DCD” utilized a report developed by economists at the Bureau of Economic and
Rusiness Research at the University of Florida that contended the costs associated with
Urban Counties were overstated in the FPLL -

Tn 2004, a new DCD formula was used and Miami-Dade County Public Schools stood to
lose approximately $26 million for FY 2004-2005. This impact was offset somewhat by
a $14 million “one time fix” for FY 2004-2005, resulting in a first year negative impact
of approximately $12.5 million. The negative impact of the New DCD however is
expected to increase sharply in subsequent Fiscal Years.

Subsequent to the use of the New DCD, a lawsuit was filed by the School Board of

Miami-Dade County in order to block the new funding formula. To date however, this
lawsuit has not resulted in a freezing of the new formula. '

DP Last update: 3/31/03
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With the 2005 Legislative Session already underway, many of the counties negatively
impacted by the New DCD, including Miami-Dade County, have vowed a united effort to
restore what they believe to be a more equitable formula.

III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

This resolution would memorialize Miami-Dade County’s effort to seek an alternative to
the DCD formula which was first used in 2004,

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

The current year estimated impact of $26 million was offset by a $14 million “one-time-
fix” resulting in a negative impact for FY 2004-2005 of approximately $12 million.

If the formula is frozen, as requested in this resolution, the negative impact to Miami-
Dade County for FY 2005-2006 would be approximately $26 million instead ofa
possible $58 million if the formula is not frozen.

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Last year, this issue was largely driven by the leadership in both the Senate and House of
Representatives who represent counties, Duval and Hernando respectively, which benefit
from the New DCD. -

For the 2005 Legislative Session, the leaders of the Senate and House of Representatives

represent counties, Hillsborough and Bay respectively, which also benefit from the New
DCD. :

DP Last update: 3/3 1/05
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SOUTH FLORIDA LOSES FUNDS FOR SCHOOLS
The Miami Herald

April 28, 2004
Author: MARY ELLEN KLAS AND GARY FINEOUT, meklas@herald.com

South Florida lawmakers lost their fight Tuesday to stop a plan to strip millions of dollars
from Miami-Dade and Broward schools, as legislative leaders moved ahead with the
proposal to end a standoff on the state's $58 billion budget.

The budget accord put lawmakers back on track to finish their work by the Friday end-of-
session deadline, but it also set the stage for a potential lawsuit from Miami-Dade and
Broward school districts, which will lose a total of $35 million in the 2004-05 school year
and as much as $120 million over the next three years.

Both school districts will receive an increase over last year's budget, but the loss of the
extra money for higher living costs gives the schools less money for rising insurance
costs, utilities and a pay raise for teachers.

That means Miami-Dade schools will get about $12.5 million less and Broward about
$3.5 million less in the next school year than they otherwise would have received.

But the cushion offers only a one-year fix, while the decision to overhaul the state's
school fimding formula could reverberate for years to come.

“It's like getting a good steak dimmer before you're executed,” said Rep. Dan Gelber, a
Miami Beach Democrat.

The agreement ends two months of wrangling over the funding formula and two days of
stalled budget talks that threatened to push this year's legislative session into overtime.

I am happy to report that the eagle has landed," Senate President Jim King told the
Senate.

The budget accord won praise from Gov. Jeb Bush, who privately pleaded with House
and Senate leaders by phone Monday to find a compromise and avoid another bitter fight
like last year's that left tempers frayed and the public disapproving.

"It always looks bad when you can't finish a budget,” Bush said. “"But they did their job.
And they did it right."

The budget compromise will give $14 million to Miami Dade schools and $4 million to
Broward to offset the first-year cuts, using money that would have gone to a sales tax
holiday and gas-tax break under earlier versions of the spending plan.

*CONSENSUS PRODUCT'

1 think it was a great consensus product we came up with," Byrd said.

Behind the budget deal was a series of trades: Xing won his long-sought attempt to
revamp the school funding formula, and Byrd won Senate agreement to consider his plan
to freeze an unpopular phone rate hike, as well as the two tax cuts and a 5 percent pay
raise for corrections guards and highway patrol officers.

But the budget harmony struck a sour note with South Florida legislators, whose districts
are already struggling to meet requirements for class-size limits and to recruit quality
teachers.

DP Last update: 3/31/05
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“How can I go home and say, hey, this is a great budget?" said Rep. Ron Greenstein, a
Coconut Creek Democrat, who added that the decision on school funding cemented plans
by House Democrats to vote against the final budget Friday. )
The Miami-Dade school district has already slashed tens of millions from its budget in
the past three years, and this new round could push the first real cuts into the classroom,
Superintendent Merrett Stierheim said.

BUREAUCRACY CUT

“We've cut the devil out of the whole bureaucracy,” Stietheim said. *'T don't see how the
administrative side of the house can be cut."

Broward schools comptroller Ben Leong said the district will ““have to wait until the dust
settles before we what to do." But, he conceded, **This is going to hurt."

Some South Florida Republicans in the Legislature were sanguine about the cuts, arguing
that while the revised budget is a setback, legislators can return to revise it in the future.
“Every year the Legislature comes up here and we change stuff," said Sen. Alex
Villalobos, a Miami Republican. *"The reality is this formula has always been tweaked
every year and it will be tweaked again.”

KEY NEGOTIATORS

Rep. Ralph Arza, a Miami Republican who was one of the key budget negotiators in the
House, insisted that House members had prevailed in their battle, since the damage done
by the Senate plan was softened by the extra money. He predicted that lawmalkers may be
able to reverse next year what happened Tuesday.

“'We would be in a greater position next year to do it," he said.

King wamed, however, that the school funding formula the Senate passed and *sent
firmly forward" will be the formula **of the land forever."

Sen. Rudy Garcia, a Hialeah Republican, said the school districts in Miami-Dade,
Broward and Palm Beach will likely sue to block the plan. He said the current incarnation
of the funding formula has withstood a state Supreme Court challenge, and would prevail
if a suit reached the high court.

““This is offensive,” Garcia said. " This year we're OK. Next year, this kills us."

At the heart of the legislative war is an arcane funding formula for public schools that
would have steered $212 million in the next year to six districts - Miami-Dade, Broward,
Monroe, Palm Beach, Collier and Pinellas - to compensate them for their higher costs of
living. Changing the formula has been a personal goal for King, a Jacksonville
Republican who believes it has hurt his home county, Duval.

The formula is currently calculated by relying on a price survey that looks at everything
from housing to hamburgers.

But University of Florida economists did a study for the Senate that contends the state
overestimates the cost of living in some areas because it does not reflect that many people
are happy to pay higher prices because they live in a more desirable area.

In a rarc appeal to the media from the podium, King defended the work of South Florida
lawmakers whom he said fought valiantly.

““No one has fought harder on those issues than especially some of the South Florida
Cubans who are Republicans,” he said. He told Garcia that in 17 years fighting over the
issue, “'this is the first time [ have ever won."

DPp ' Last update: 3/31/05
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He added: **T hope truly those folks in south Florida understand none of us bear malice."
The deal over the school funding formula brings to a close two weeks of negotiations
over the state spending plan. The final budget includes a modest increase in per-student
school spending at public schools - 4.5 percent. It rajses university tuition 7.5 percent and
community college tuition 5 percent. It includes $120 million in water cleanup projects,
among them millions for projects in South Florida and $300 million for land
conservation.

Lawmakers ultimately rejected steep cuts in health care programs proposed by the Senate
a month ago, but lawmakers refused to spend more than §1 million on the state's lauded
anti-tobacco program, that Bush requested.

The budget also requires counties to pick up the tab to detain juveniles awaiting trial, a
move that will cost $90 a million a year statewide, including $11.7 million for Miamk
Dade County and $6 million for Broward County.

EFFECTS OF NEW FUNDING FORMULA

A change in the state's “district cost differential,”" or DCD, means that Miami-Dade,
Broward and four other counties will receive less money over the next three years. The
DCD gives additional money to urban counties to offset higher living costs.

The budget deal approved Tuesday, however, also includes money for those counties in
the next year to lessen the impact of the cuts.

Miami-Dade school district

* DCD funds it would normally receive in 2004-05: 891 million
* DCD money in new state budget:

$64.3 million

* Additional money to soften impact:

$14.2 million

Broward school district

* DCD money it would normally receive:
$58 million

* DCD funds in new budget: $50.3 million
* Additional money to soften the impact:
$4.4 million

DP ‘ Last update: 3/31/05
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

11(4)(23) RESOLUTION URGING THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE TQ ENACT
LEGISLATION ALLOWING A ONE-TIME CARRY OVER OF THE SAVE OUR HOMES
VALUE WHEN BUYING A SMALLER HOMESTEAD PROPERTY WITHIN ONE YEAR

OF SELLING A LARGER HOMESTEAD PROPERTY
Commissioners Katy Sorenson and Carlos Gimenez

11(A)(24) RESOLUTION URGING THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE TO ADOPT H.J.R,
79 AND S.JR. 1430, WHICH WOULD PROPOSE A CPNSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
TO FREEZE THE TAX ASSESSMENTS ON PROPERTY OF QUALIFYING SENIOR

CITIZENS RECEIVING HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION
Commissioners Natacha Seijas, Dr. Barbara Carey-Shuler, Carlos Gimenez, Sally
Heyman, Barbara Jordan, Chairman Joe Martinez, and Senator Javier Souto

L SUMMARY

Resolution 11(A)(23) urges the Florida Legislature to adopt legislation, including a joint
resolution to amend the Florida Constitution, to allow a one-time carryover of the Save
Our Homes value when a homeowner who is 55 or older sells a homestead property and
buys a smaller homestead property. The Save Our Homes value is the difference between
the market value and the taxable value, -

Resolution 11(A)24) urges the Florida legislature to adopt HIR 79 and SJR 1430 to
freeze the tax assessments of to resident homeowners who have legal or equitable title to
the real estate, who arc at least 65 years of age and whose annual household adjusted
gross income does not exceed $20,000, as adjusted for inflation.

1. PRESENT SITUATION

Under Art. VII, Sec. 4, Fla. Const., every U.S. citizen or legal resident that has legal or
equitable title to real property in the State of Florida and who resides thereon and in good
faith makes 1t their permanent home as of January 1st, is entitled to a $25,000 homestead
exemption.

* The Save Our Homes amendment was a constitutional revision that took effect J anuary 1,
1995 which annually limits the increase in the assessment of homesteaded properties at
3% or the Consumer Price Index (CPI), which ever is less. If the owner sells the property
then the homestead exemption is removed and the assessed value (capped value)
increases to the market value based on market activity and as estimated annually as of
January 1st each year by the Property Appraiser.

Mlam1-Dade County and several municipalities in the County have, through adop’uon of
an ordinance pursuant to Art. VII, Sec. 6(f), Fla. Const., granted an additional homestead
tax exemption of $25,000 to resident homeowners who have legal or equitable title to the
real estate, who are at least 65 years of age on January 1 of the year for which the

DP
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application for exemption is made and whose annual household adjusted gross income for
the prior year does not exceed $20,000, as adjusted for inflation. Approximately 42,000
residents in Miami-Dade County claim this additional exemption.

In addition, in accordance with Art. VIL, Sec. 4(e), Fla. Const,, the assessed value of
homestead property may be annually reduced, if the property has increased in value
resulting from the construction or reconstruction of the property for the purpose of
providing living quarters for one or more parents or grandparents of the owner of the
property or of the owner's spouse, and if at least one of the parents or grandparents for
whom the living quarters are provided resides thereon and is at least 62 years of age.

III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

This Resolution urges the Florida Legislature to adopt legislation, including a joint
resolution to amend the Florida Constitution, to allow a one-time carry over of the Save
our Homes value when a homeowner who is 55 or older sells a homestead property and
- buys a smaller homestead property.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

The capped value of homestead property under Save Our Homes reduces the ad valorem
taxes paid by homeowners. This benefit disappears when the homecowner sells the
property. Consequently, homeowners may feel discouraged from selling homesteaded
property, thus reducing the number of homes on the market. '

The reduction in the property tax base will result in the corresponding shift of the tax
burden to other property owners.

The Revenue Bstimating Conference has not yet estimated the financial impact of the
freeze on tax assessments for low-income seniors on homestead property.

V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

On March 28, STR 1430 passed out of the Senate Committee on Community Affairs 8-0;
it was also referred to Government Efficiency Appropriations, Ways and Means, and
Rules and Calendar, HIR 79 was referred to the House Committee on Finance & Tax,
Local Government Council, Judiciary, and Fiscal Council, but has not yet had a hearing,

There is no Joint Resolution currently filed to accomplish the goal of Item 11(A)(23)
regarding a one-time carry over of the Save Our Homes value.
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

RESOLUTION CREATING “THE MIAMI-DADE COUNTY CHILDREN'S
ASPIRATIONAL BILL OF RIGHTS. ‘
Commissioners Barbara Carey-Shuler, EA.D., Sally Heyman,
Dorrin D. Rolle, Katy Sorenson and Rebeca Sosa,

L SUMMARY

This resolution establishes a Children’s Bill of Rights for Miami-Dade County, which
outlines the County’s aspirations to protect the rights of children living in the county.

II. PRESENT SITUATION

This Bill of Rights was drafted during a Nov. 12, 2004, “Children’s Bill of Rights”
conference sponsored by then-Commission Chairperson Dr. Barbara Carey-Shuler, More
than 300 people attended the conference, including the current Chief Justice of the
Florida Supreme Court, children’s rights advocates, the mayor and county manager, and
teens and children from local schools.

The conference and the resuliing document were based on a United Nations/UNICEF
conference which produced a Convention on the Rights of the Child, That U.N.
document was ratified by every nation in the world, except for the United States and
Somalia. The United States has signed the Convention, signaling its intention to
eventually ratify it.

1. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

The provisions in this document are stated as aspirational gosls and do not create any
Liabilities for the County. Nor does the document enshrine any unfunded mandates that
the County would later be responsible for meeting. The County Attorney has reviewed
and approved the document. The document is explicit in that it does not create any new
entitlements, or private right of action, nor could it be construed fo violate state or federal
law, :

The Florida State legislature has adopted a similar bill of rights, but speciﬁcally for foster
children. The provisions in that document are also stated as goals and are not legally
binding or enforceable.

Miami-Dade County would be among the first counties in the nation to adopt such a
document designed for children. While Children’s Bills of Rights are often advocated by
children’s rights groups in other municipalities around the nation, governing bodies have
been slow in adopting such legislation.

» The City of Los Angeles is the only other major municipality that was found to have
adopted a policy similar to a Children’s Bill of Rights. In 1990, the city council

ITS ‘ Last update: 3/31/05
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adopted a “Children’s Policy for the City of Los Angeles,” which was the result of a
seven-month review of the city’s policies regarding children. Their policy calls for
L.A. city departments to consider the needs of children before adopting new policies
or laws. Each department must also identify and address children’s needs within its
budget process.

IV, ECONOMIC IMPACT
None.

v, COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

This document has gained the backing of the Chﬂdren s Trust and the County’s other
leading children’s rights groups.

Other South Florida counties are following this item and have expressed an interest in
passing similar resolutions.

Attachments:
1) Preamble from “Convention on the Rights of the Child.” For full text of Conventwn

see htinwww.unicef orelcre/fulltext. itm
2) Preamble from “A Better L.A. for Kids: Children’s Policy for the City of Los

Angeles.”

JT8 Last update: 3/31/05
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Full text of the Convention

The Convention on the Rights of the Child was adopted and opened for signature,
ratification and accession by General Assembly resolution 44/25 of 20 November
1989, It entered into force 2 September 1990, in accordance with article 49.

Status of ratificationg

Preamble
The States Parties to the present Convention,

Considering that, in accordance with the principles proclaimed in the Charter of the
United Nations, recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable
rights of all members of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice and
peace in the world,

Bearing in mind that the peoples of the United Nations have, in the Charter, reaffirmed
their faith in fundamental human rights and in the dignity and worth of the human
person and have determined to promote social progress and better standards of life in
larger freedom,

Recognizing that the United Nations has, in the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and in the International Covenants on Human Rights, proclaimed and agreed
that everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth therein, without
distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other
opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status,

Recalling that, in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the United Nations has
proclalmed that childhood is entitled to special care and assistance,

Convinced that the family, as the fundamental group of society and the natural
environment for the growth and well-being of all its members and particularly
children, should be afforded the necessary protection and assistance so that it can fully
assume its responsibilities within the commmunity,

Recognizing that the child, for the full and harmonious development of his or her
personality, should grow up ina fanuly environment, in an atmosphere of happiness,
love and understanding,

- Considering that the child should be fully prepared to live an individual life in sbcjaty

and brought up in the spirit of the ideals proclaimed in the Charter of the United
Nations and in particular in the spirit of peace, dignity, tolerance, freedom, equality

hitp:/fwww.unicef.org/cre/fulltext. htm 4/1/2005
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS

SUMMARY  REPORT OF ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  AND JOB

CREATION/RETENTION IMPACTS DURING FY 2003-04
County Manager

SUMMARY

This report indicates the number of jobs created/retained and leveraged funding generated
in Miami-Dade County as the result of the County’s FY 2003-04 investment in various
Housing Agency, Task Force on Urban Economic Revitalization, Homeless Trust,
Beacon Council, and Office of Community an Economic Development programs. A
program-by-program listing for each of the departments/agencies is included. In total,
the report indicates that:

o $36,528,214 in direct funding was provided by the County in FY 2003-04;
o $124,290,808 in additional funds were leveraged; and
e 7,439 jobs were created/retained.

Comparison of this report with reports from other sources provides perspective on the
jobs in the State of Florida and Miami-Dade County.

e Per the February 2005 “Workforce Estimating Conference” of the Florida Agency for
Workforce Innovation:
o Annual job creation rate in Miami-Dade County through 2012 is projected to be
31.7% less than the statewide projection. (Extracts in Attachment #1)
+1.36% per year in Miami-Dade
+1.99% per year statewide
o The “Florida Statewide Targeted Occupation List” was updated for 2005-06 to
hetter enable consideration of occupations with higher than average growth rates
or higher salaries. (Attachment #2).
o Citing data from the U.S. Burean of Labor Statistics, median earnings in 2003
showed marked increases with education and unemployment rates showed
marked decreases:

Education Median Earnings Unemployment Rate
Some high school, no diploma $20,592 8.8%
High school graduate $28,808 5.5%
Some college, no degree $32.344 5.2%
Associate degree $34,944 4.0%
Bachelor’s degree $46,800 3.3%
Master’s degree $55,328 2.9%

o Perthe U.S. Census Bureau (See Attachment #3):
o Per capita income in Miami-Dade County (1999) was 14.2% less than statewide
(318,497 vs: $21,557); ‘
o Median household income in Miami-Dade County (1999) was 7.3% less than
statewide ($35,966 vs. $38,819); and

GC ' © Lastupdate: 3/31/05
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o Retail sales per capita in Miami-Dade County (1997) were 5.6% less than
statewide (§9,718 vs. $10,297).

e Per the October 2004 Brookings Institution report “Pulling Apart: Economic
Segregation among Suburbs and Central Cities in Major Metropolitan Areas”
(http://www.brookings.edu/metro/pubs/2004101 8 econsegregation.htm) (Extracts in
Attachment #4): '
o “Central City” per capita income in 2000 was 79.03% of “Suburban” per capita

incomne, an improvement from 67.26% in 1990 and 74.49% in 1980;

o 5 of the 100 poorest suburban “Census Designated Places™ (CDPs) in the U.S. in
2000 were in Miami-Dade County when ranked by ratio of CDP per capita
income to regional per capita income:

» Tn Southwest Miami-Dade County:
Homestead Base CDP (10" poorest in the U.8),
Naranja CDP (#41)
Florida City CDP (#76),
Goulds CDP (#97),
» In Northwest Miami-Dade County:
Gladeview CDP (#56).

o 4 of the 100 most affluent suburban CDPs in the U.S. in 2000 were in Miami-
Dade County when ranked by ratio of CDP per capita income to regional per
capita income:

» In Southeast Miami-Dade County:
Fisher Island CDP (the most affluent CDP in the U.S.)
Key Biscayne CDP (#89)
» Tn Northeast Miami-Dade County:
Indian Creek CDP (#2)
Golden Beach CDP (#29)
Bal Harbour CDP (#41)

IL PRESENT SITUATION
As reflected in the County Managet’s report.
III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

Comparison of the report in this Agenda Item with other economic data may justify
increasing emphasis on job creation, education and targeted job training programs.

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT
Per the report in this Agenda Item.
V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

None.

GC Last update: 3/31/05
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Attachment#2

2005-06 Florida Statewide Targeted Occupations List (TOL)
‘ : Soriad by Occupational Title

Woarldoroe Estimating Conferanse 2005-08 Selection criterii
1 FLEODE Training Codes 3 (PSAY Certlficate}
ant 4 (Community College CredtiDegree)
2 150 annual openings and & projected annual growth rate
above the average growth rate for all cccupations {.Be%) or
360 annual openings'with any positive prowth
3 Meah Wage of $11.06tholir and Enkry Wage of $8.00/hour .
4 High Bkil¥High Wage (HEHW) Oscupations; - , : '
Mean Wape of §17.35/Mour and Entry Wage of $11 O&Mhoir

442011 . HBHW: Administrative Services Manapere opq 43 33Dl 847 4
412011 HSHW  Adveslising Bales Agents - 482 880 23 1410 3 New
132021  HSHW Appralsers and Assessprs of Rea) Eetate 2568 @48 2083 1217 3 New
173011 HSHW  Avchitechuralend Gvil Drafters . 188 Azs.  1p2R 1374 3
493021 Aufoinotive Botlyand Related Repalrers 1,81 agz 676 . 947 B
483023 Automotive Servise Technicians end Meghanics 189 289 16847 5,89 3
472021 Brickmasans and Blogkmasons ‘ 304 - 4zr 1587 1198 3
483031 Bus ahd Tiuek Mechenics ard Diesel Engine Specialists 1,70 Esn 1544 11,77 3
202031 Cardiovestuiar T schnologists and Technicians 5897 194 17.84 1081 4
72034 Carpentgrs ‘ : 236 2481, 1478 1027 3
472084 Bament Masens and Gonerete Finlshers . 4.04 B2z 1446 8.81 3
351011 . Chefsend Head Cools T aps - 381 747 8B 3
191031 HSHW  Claime Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigatons ' 220 547 2232 . 1443 3
272022 WSHW  Coachesmnd Scouts . 2.0 252 27.87 423 4 New
114021 HSHW  Compuierend Irfcmation Systems Managers 358 481 4828 2820 4 !
161021 HSHW  Computer Programmers ~ - 408 -8B Bles 1830 3
151031 HEHW  Compufer Spftware Enginaers, Applications | ' . - 3.66 Tr27 3BT 2d.44 4
1510Z2  HSHW  Compuier Sofiware Engineers, Systems Software - apy’ 7es 3584 2368 4 Hew
151086 HSHW  Computer Specialisis, All Other _ ' " 408 @5 2825 1208 8
451041 HSHW  Compller Suppart Specialists T ‘mep 474 183D , 1168 -
154051 . HEHW  Computer Sysiems Analysts o g0 1,473 @B 1815 4
ATl MBHW  Construction end Buliding Inspectors ' ‘2.115 9B 2087 1505 3
" q4e021  HSHW  Constmction Manegers } 235 18z 3W\W0 A2 4
333012 Comestional Officers and Jallers ) ) 191 1304 1844 1372 3
43105 HBHW  Cost Estimuters s C 288  B77 2343 1484 4 Mew
1510B{ HBHW Dafabase Adminlstretors : S 4,18 967 2595 1498 4
" 318091 Dental Asslstants o - : 355 -sh 1277 B84 a
262021 HSHW  Dentsl Hylerists o . . mey 370 3241 1891 4
333001 HEHW  Defestives and Criminal Invesfigaiors o0 a4 2542 . TS0 3
opp032  HSHW  Diegnostic Medical Soropraphers t 2.58 15 2185  1BDG 4
472081 Drywall and Celling Tile Installers 2,88 AP 4438 043 3
473023 HSHW  Elecirical and Electronic, Engineering Techniolans 1,30 385 20,85 1431 S
4r2411 _ Elecricans C . : ~3pe 1808 1809 1154 3
292041 Ematgeney Medical Technicians and Paramedics 278 347 13,13 931 3
1ga041  HSHW  Enwlironmental Scipnists & Spetlalists, ntiuding Health ' 228 220 2281 1548 4
©4aE01 Execuiive Becretaries and Admiristrative Asslstants 132 3im4 164 11.85 3
452051  HSHW  Finandial Analysts .  gE6 . @07 2864 18X 4
14031 HSHW  Financial Managers . . 2.34 B33 4140 2420 4 Wew
- 332071 Fire Fightars . 236 190t 872, 0B .- 3
A

331021 HSHW  First-Line Supetv. of Fire Flghting and Praifa'nﬁanuﬁ{afs ' g2 ¢ 218 2840 1838

- SwIme_: Florida Agency for Whorkforee Innovation, Labor Markst s{atisﬁcs, February B, 2003 T 1



2005-06 Elorida Statewide Targeted Dccupations List (TOL)
Sorted by Occupational Title

Workforce Eatimating Gonference 2005-06 Bedection Criteria:

1 FLDOE Tralning Codes 3 (PBAV Certificate)
and 4 (Community College Credli/Degree)

2 180 annual openings and a projested annual growth rate
shove the average growth rate for all vesupations {1.99%) or
360 annual openings with any positive growth

3 "Mean Wage of $11.06/hour and Enfry Wage of $8.00/hour

4 High SkilvHIgh Wage (HSHW) Oscizpations:
Mean Wage of $17.35Mhour and Entry Wage of §11,08/hour

Mean“sf it ‘Entryu

351012 Eirst-Line Superv. of Food Preparafion & Berving Workers 208 1,785 1386 ga8 3 New
aroiz First-Line Superv. of Landscaping and Groundskeeping 2.29 a2z {708 1128 3 New
521031 HSHW  First-Line Supery, of MateriakMoving Vehicle Operators : 1.33 388 24,10 14.39 3 New
451011 HBHW  First-Line Superv. of Mechanics, |nstallers, and Repairers 4189 1,000 24.88 16,26 3

431011 HSHW  FletLineSupery. of Office and Admin, Support Workers 140 2,502 2022 13.00 4

511019 MSHW  Flst-Line Bupew. of Production and Operating Workers 1.22 asn 227 14.06 3. New
411012 HSHW  First-Line Supenisors of Non-Retall Sales Workers 140 1,228 3236 16.22 3 Mew
391021 First-Line Supervisors of Personal Setvics Workers 0.73 565 1669  10.41 3. New
110051 HSHW  Food Senvice Managers 1.78 563 23.23 14.65 3

111021 HSHW  General and Operaflons Managers 218 2045 4335 19,84 4 New .
271024 HSHW  Graphis Designers 235 488 18,36 11.86 3

4530219 Heating, A.C., and Refrigeration Mecharics and Installers 376 ° 1185 1588 11.27 3

25e031  MSHW  Instructional Coordinators 245 245 2112 14,56 4

412021 HSHW  Insurance Bales Agents 184 1,285 2641 1231 3 New
271025  HSHW  Interlor Designers ’ 2,83 282 2342 13.51 3

436012 HEMW  Legal Secretaries 243 656 758 133 3

252061 . Urensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Murses 254 2187 1682 13.28 3

132072 HEHW  Losn Officers ) 2.88 565 - 27.82 413 4 New
514041 Machinlsts 1.7 378 14.97 10.45 3

489042 Malntenance and Repalr Workers, {seneral 250 3028 1348 9,00 3 Wew
112021 HSHW  Marketing Managers | 242 343 41.42 21.75 4

202012 - Medical and Clinical Laboratory Techniclans 243 3B4 1503 1027 s

292041 RSHW  Medical and Clnlea! Laboratory Teshnologists 246 43 2089 1675 4

118111  HSHW  Medical and Health Services Managers 339 480 3809 2228 3

315082 Medical Assistants : 529 1,983 11.60 235 3

438013 Medical Secretarlas 1.75 BO2 12,48 8.7 3

218084 Medical Transcriptionists » 3,20 270 418 1027 E

151071 HSHW  Networkand Computer Systerns Adminlstmto Is 384 827 2737 1B73 8

151081 HSHW  Network Systems and Data Communications Analysts 4,84 g57 2823 1833 a

472073 Oparating Engineers/Gonstrustion Equipment Operators 224 1031 14,68  10.68 3

472141 Painters, Conefriction and Mainterance 25 1,145 1320 8.74 3

239011 HSHW  Paralegals and Legal Asslstants 342 7he 20,01 14.37 a

212021 HSHW  Physical Therapist Assistants 421 20Z 18.99 147 4

291071 HSHW . Physician Asslstants . 449 183 31.44 17.08 4

A72161 Plasterers and Sfucee Masons - 3.01 34 1872 1087 3

A72952 Plumnbsrs, Pipsfitiers, and Steamfiters 258 1,289 ja.52 11.47 3

223051 MSHW  Police and Sheriffs Patral Offiears . 270 . 218 2114 14.80 3

272012 HSHW  Producers and Directars ‘ 2,31 184 2018 1483 4

118141 HSHW  Properly, Real Estete & Communily Assoclation Managers 1.58 g7 2280 11.75 4

273031 MSHW  Public Relations Specialists 4.07 823 21.45 12.80 4 © New

Source: Fiotida Agency for Workforee Innovation, Labor Market Statletics, February 8, 2005 o 2



2005-06 Florida Statewide Targeted Occupations List (TOL)
Sorted by Occupational Title

Workjorge Extimating Conference 200506 Selection Criteriza:
1 FLRCE Training Codes 3 (PSAY Cerfificats)

and 4 (Communly College Credit/Degres)

2 150 apnual openings and 4 projecied annuat growih rate
shove the average growth rate for gl oceupations {1.89%) or
350 annual openings with any positive growth

3 Mean Wage of $11.08hour and Enfry Wage of $3 00/hour

4 High SkillHIgh Wage (HSHW) Oscupations:
Mean Wage of $17.35hour and Entry Wage of $11.06/hour

131023  HSHW  Purchesing Agents, Except Farm Products & Trade 1.64 504 2160 1436 4 New
267034 HSHW  Radiologic Technologists and Teshnicians 2.80 525 1885 1497 4
418022 Resl Estate Sales Agenis .81 BDE 19,70 823 3 New
2g1111  HSHW  Repistered Nurses 314 7158 2435 1882 4
261126 HSHW  Respimtory Therapists 403 427 ¢ 1843 1882 . 4
472181 Roofars 306 782 13,78 8.83 3
112022 HSHW  Sales Managers . 335 726 4584 2243 4 New
414011 HSHW  Sales Reps., Wholesale & Mfg, Tech. & Scl, Pioduets 284 81 2972 1442 3 New
413031  HSHW  Becuritles, and Financial Semvizes Sales Agenis 228 8H9 3782 14.61 4 New
482008 Security and Fire Alarm Systems Instaliers 322 241 185 1133 3
472211 Sheet Metal Workers . 2.48 540 1502 1023 3
472221  HSHW  Struchural Irer and Stee] Workers 2.78 178 17.97 12.54 3
202055 Surgical Technologists 341 203  15.68 1212 3
173031 Surveying and Mapplng Technicians 378 577 1878 8.25 3
489052 “Telecomemunications Line installers and Repairers 240 511 1668 1124 3
472044 Tile and Marble Setters 4.31 312 1822 8,28 3- -
113071  HSHW  Transportation, Storage, and Distribuion Managers 2m 182 37.31 2253 3
533032 “Truek Drivers, Heavy and Tractor-Trallar 212 28982 1513 10,05 3
281184 HSMW  Vocational Education Teavhers, Postsscondes v 370 832 20.67 13.11 2

3

514121 Welders, Cutters, Solderers, and Brazers ’ 2.54 828 1394 8.94

“Plorida DOE determined training endss revised fall 2004

Solrce: Florida Ageney for Workfores Innovation, Laber Market Statistios, Febuary 8, 2005 . 3



Attachment # 3

1.5, Census Bureau

Btate & County QuickFatts

Florida QuickFacts
People QuickFacts " Miami-Dade County Florida
Population, 2003 estimate 2,341 167 17,019,088
Population, percent change, April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2003 3.8% 65.5%
Population, 2000 2,253,362 15,982,378
Populafion, percent change, 1880 to 2000 18.3% 23.5%
Persans under 5 years old, percent, 2000 6.5% 5.9%
Peraons under 18 years old, percent, 2000 24.8% 22.8%
Parsons B5 years oid and over, percent, 2000 13.3% 17,6%
Femals persons, percent, 2000 51.7% 51,2%
White persons, percent, 2000 (a) 88,7% 78.0%
Black or African American persons, percent, 2000 {a) 20.3% 14.6%
American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2000 (a) 0.2% 0.2%
Asian persons, percent, 2000 (a) 1.4% 1.7%
Naliva Hawaiian and Other Pacific Istander, percent, 2000 (&) Z 0.1%
Persons reporting some other race, percent, 2000 (a) 4,8% 2.0%
Parsons reporting two or more rages, percent, 2000 3.8% 2.4%
Whiie persons, not of Hispanic/Latino origin, percent, 2000 20.7% 85.4%
Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2000 (D] 57.3% 16.8%
Living in same house in 1995 and 2000', pct age 5+, 2000 50.2% 48.8%
Foreign born persons, percent, 2000 50.9% 16.7%
Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2000 67.9% 23.1%
High school graduates, percent of parsong age 26+, 2000 "B87.9% 79.9%
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2000 21.7% 22.3%
Persons with a disability, age 5+, 2000 473,092 3,274,568
Mean fravel ime to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2000 30.1 28.2
Housing units, 2002 378,448 7,624,378
Homeownership rate, 2000 , 57.8% 70.1%
Housing units in muiti-unit strustures, psrcent, 2000 45.5% 29.8%
Median vajue of owner-occupled housing units, 2000 §124,000 $108,500
Households, 2000 778,774 6,337,029
Persons per household, 2000 2.84 2.48
Median household income, 1988 $35,966 $38,818
Per capita money incoime, 1989 518,487 $21,557
Perzons below poverty, percent, 1999 18.0% 12.5%
Noies! . -
(a} Includes persons reporting only one race. ' .
{b) Hispanics may be of any racs, so also are included in applicable race categories,
Z: Value greater than zero but less than half unit of measure shown

tatesi12/12086.html

Last Revised: Tuesday, 01-Feb-2005 15:48:45 EST

Source: US Census Bureau State & County QuickFacts, http:flquiclcfacta.censua.govqud!s
' ]
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Attachment # 3

11.5. Census Bureau
State & County QuickFacts

Fiorida QuickFacts

Business QuickFacts Miami-Dade County Florida
Private nonfarm establishments with paid employees, 2001 87,703 434,583
Private nonfarm employment, 2001 845,720 6,431,606
Private nonfarm employment, percent change 2000-2001 ~1.0% 3.4%
Nonemployer establishments, 2000 206,071 1,074,020
Manufacturers shipments, 1987 ($1000) 8,523,008 71,477,510
Retail sales, 1997 (§1000) $20,720,567 5151,181,241
Retall sales per caplta, 1997 238,718 $10,297
Minority-ownad firms, percent of total, 1997 §B8.2% 22.0%
Women-owned firms, percent of tofal, 1997 23.8% 25.8%
Housing unts authorized by bullding perrmits, 2002 14,608 185,43
Eederal funds and grants, 2002 {$1000) $11,883,710 $104,813,756
Geography QuickFacts Miami-Dade County Florida
Land area, 2000 (sguare miles) 1,846 53,827
Persons per square mile, 2000 1,157.9 206.4
Metropolitan Area Miami, FL PMSA

FIPS Cods 86 12

Source: US Census Bureau State & County QuickFacts, http:l!quickfacts.census.gowqfd!states!‘l2/1 2086.himl
| |

Last Revised: Tuesday, 01-Feb-2005 15:48:45 EST

Page 2 of 2
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BCC ITEMS 15®B)(7) & 15(B)(8)
April 5, 2005

LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT

ITEM 15(B)(7) APPROVAL AS TO FORM OF CIIIZEN'S PETITION FOR THE
OFFICE OF EXECUTIVE MAYOR

ITEM 15(B)(8) APPROVAL AS TO FORM OF CITIZEN'S PETITION FOR

PROCUREMENT REFORM
Clerk of the Board

SUMMARY

These are Citizen’s Petitions by the “Citizens for Reform Political Action Committee”
and are submitted for approval “as to form " by the BCC per the Home Rule Charter.

PRESENT SITUATION

These initiatives sponsor proposed ordinances that would strengthen mayoral powers in
Miami-Dade County. These Items are submitted for approval “as fo form™ per Sec.
7.01(1) of the Home Rule Charter and Sec. 12-23(1) of the Code. The Items contain the
proposed petitions, ballot languages, and ordinances.

POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION

Per the Home Rule Charter, the BCC “shall without delay approve as to form” (Sec.
7.01(1) of the Home Rule Charter.)

Sec. 12-23 of the Code of Ordinances provides specific guidance on the form of petition,
disqualification of forms, and disqualification of signatures.

ECONOMIC IMPACT
To be determined.
COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

At this time, Items 15(B)(7) & 15(B)(8) are not before the BCC for approval as to
content other than form. If signed petitions are subsequently collected and submitted with
sufficient signatures within the time period allotted by the Home Rule Charter, the BCC
will then have the option to adopt one or more of the ordinances as submitted or to

submit one or more of the ordinances to the electors.

s Ifan ordinance is adopted by the electorate, Sec. 7.01(7) of the Home Rule Charter
prohibits the BCC from amending or repealing the ordinance for one (1) year after the
referendum.

A table listing timeline/requirements per the Home Rule Char‘zer and Code of Ordinances
are appended as Attachment #1.

GC Last updated: 3/31/05



BCC ITEMS 15(B)(7) & 15(B)(8)

April 5, 2003

Attachment #1

Timeline/Requirements per the Home Rule Charter and Code of Ordinances.

Time Event
Timeline begins Approval of the form by the BCC.
Within 60 days of Obtain sufficient signatures (4% of registered voters in the
approval of the form  County as of day petition is approved with no more than 25% of
required signatures from voters registered in any single
commission district.) [Section 7.01(2), Home Rule Charter].
Within 30 days of BCC shall order a canvass of signatures to determine the
submission of signed  sufficiency of the signatures [Sec. 7.01(3), Home Rule Chatter].
petition to the BCC
Within 15 days Supervisor of Elections shall disqualify any improper petitions
(excluding weekends  [Sec. 12-23(2), Code of Ordinances].
and legal holidays) of
filing of petition of
initiative
Within 30 days of BCC shall either:
“sufficient petition” (a) Adopt the ordinance as submitted in the initiatory petition
being presented [Sec. 7.01(5), Home Rule Charter], or
(b) Submit the proposal to the electors at the next scheduled
county-wide election, or if the petition contains at least 8%
of registered voters, the election shall take place within 120
days after the petition is presented to the BCC [Sec.
7.01(5), Home Rule Charter]. If approved by a majority
vote of the electors voting on the proposal, it becomes
effective the next day [Sec. 7.01(6), Home Rule Charter].
GC Last updated: 3/31/05



